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PttP-APPKAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Dear Sin 

Applicant requests review of the final rejection, in this case. No amendments are being 
filed with this request This request is being filed with a Notice of Appeal. 

102re^ Rejection of Independ ent Claims 1 and 10 

Independent claims 1 and 10 have been rejected under 35 USC § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Elliott et al. (US 2002/0064149 Al). It is respectfully submitted that Elliott does 
not show or suggest "initiating one or more database sessions each in response to one or more 
user logons to the database " as required by Applicant. The Office asserts that these elements are 
taught by Elliott in paragraphs 3270 and 3276. Applicant respectfully disagrees. Elliott's field of 
invention relates to **using the Internet as the conmiunication backbone of a commimication 
system architecture while maintaining a rich array of call processing features." (Page 136, Field 
of the Invention.) In paragraph 3270, Elliott teaches that the **user authentication between the.PC 
Client and the [web] server is negotiated during the dial-up logon session " The logon described 
here is a logon to a dial-up communications network and not to a database. Elliott further teaches 
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that once the user is logged into the network, a web server authenticates the yjser. Nowhere does 
Elliott teach that a user performs a logon to a database. 

In paragraph 3276, Elliott teaches that "the PC Ghent initiates a single communication 
session . . . able to access the upstream databases containing voicemails, fexmails, emails and 
pages." Nowhere does Elliott show or suggest that a database session exists in any form. Elliott 
only describes a single communication session. A parson of ordinary skill in the art would 
understand that a communication session and a database session are not the sanae and can not be 
equated. Furthermore, Elliott never shows or suggests that a user perfonms a logon to any of the 
databases. Elliott teaches that users logon to a communications network. Elliott is con5)letely 
silent on a user logging onto a database. A person of ordinary skill in the art would understand 
that logging into a network is not the same as logging into a database and the mere presence of 
one does not imply the presence of the othor. Finally, if there are no user logons to a daUbase, 
there can be no initiation of one or more database sessions each in response to one or more user 
logons to the database, these elements are missing finom Elliott 

It is respectfully submitted that Elliott does not show or suggest "initiating a plurality of 
tasks in response to commands received from the one or more database sessions," as required by- 
Applicant As shown above, Elliott does not teach one or more user logons to the database so 
there can be no teaching of one or more database sessions initiated in response to the user logons. 
It follows dien that Elliott can not show or suggest initiating a plurality of tasks in response to 
commands received from the one or more database sessions. However, the Office asserts that 
these elements are taught in paragraph 3270. This paragraph teaches that the user authentication 
between a PC Client and a web server is negotiated during the dial-up logon session. The 
auttietttication and logon taught by Elliott is part of a point-to-point protocol used by a dial-up 
computer to gain access to a communications network. It has nothing to do with \iser logons to a 
database. Li some cases, the process of authenticating a \iscr does involve retrieving user 
information from a database but the user can not be logged onto tiie database because the user 
information must be retrieve from the database before the uso: can be authenticated and logged 
into the network. In any case, this passage does not teach initiating a plurality of tasks in 
response to commands received from the one or more database sessions. These elements are also 
missing from Elliott. 

It is respectfidly submitted that Elliott does not show or suggest "classifying each of tiie 
plurality of tasks into one of a first set of groups based at least in part on one or more logon 
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account attributes associated with the one of the one or more database sessions that initiated that 
task," as required by Applicant In the action, the Office asserts that paragraphs 1 121 and 3305 of 
Elliott contains these elemrats. Applicant respectfidly disagrees. As shown above, EUibtt 
teaches features of a large telecommunications network. In paragraph 1121, Elliott teaches "All 
resources that are of the same type, share common attributes or provide the same capabilities, and 
are located in the same network locale may be logically grouped together to form a Resource Pool 
..." Elliott is teaching the logical grouping of the local resources of a telecommunications 
network into a Resource Pool. Nowhere does Elliott show or suggest that these resources include 
tasks initiated by a database session or that such tasks even exist. Furthermore, Elliott fails to 
show or suggest the classifying of tasks that are initiated by a database session into a group based 
at least in part on one or more logon accoimt attributes associated with one of the database 
sessions that initiated the task. 

Paragraph 3305 of Elliott teaches an order entry system with an inter&ce that integrates 
the order entry capabilities such that the order entry appears to be housed in one order entry 
system. Elliott furtho- teaches that the order entry system does not require independent logon 
sessions. This passage does not show or suggest the use of a database and Applicant is at a loss 
to understand how the above elements of Applicant's claims.are taught by this passage. In fact, 
the teaching that indq)eadcnt logon sessions are not required would teach away firom Applicant's 
requirement that there must be database sessions in response to user logons to the database. All 
least these elements are missing from Elliott. 

It is respectfully submitted that Elliott does not show or suggest "assigning a weight to 
each group of the first s^ of groups," as required by Applicant The OflSce asserts that paragraph 
0598 ofElliott contains these elements. Applicant respectfully disagrees. Paragraph 0598 of 
Elliott teaches aspects of TCP/IP network protocol. Specifically, it teaches "the packet sdieduler 
2060 use[s] a priority queuing technique such as Weighted Fair Queuing to help ensure that 
prioritized packets . . . receive higjier priority . . . ." This passage teaches techniques for routing 
packets of information across a conmiunications network. This is not related in any way to 
Applicant's requirements. Applicant's groups comprise tasks placed in a group based at least in 
part on one or more logon account attributes associated with the one of the one or more database 
sessions that initiated that task. Applicant is assigning a weight to each group of tasks and not to 
a communication's packet that is being transmitted across a communications network. These 
claimed elements are conq)letely missing bom Elliott. 
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It is respectfully submitted that Elliott does not show or suggest "limiting the first task's 
access to processor resources of the database based at least in part on the weight of a group from 
the first set of groups in which the first task is classified and also based at least in part on the 
weight of a group from the second set of groups in which the first task is classified," as required 
by Applicant. The Office asserts that Elliott teaches these elements in paragraphs 582 and 598. 
Applicant respectfiiUy disagrees. Paragraph 582 teaches a method for analyzing IP packet 
source/destination addresses and UPD and TCP ports to select appropriate outgoing network 
interfaces for each packet." Paragraph 598 teaches "the packet classifier 2050 hands off priority 
tagged and non-tagged packets to the packet scheduler Applicant is at a lost to understand 
how routing and prioritizing data packets on a communications network has anything to do with 
access to processor resources of a database much less the other required elements. Nowhere does 
Elliott teach that the IP data packets have anything to do with a database or processor resources of 
a database. These elements are missing from Elliott. 

102re) Rejection of Indepen dent Claims 20 

Independent claim 20 has been rejected under 35 USC § 102(e) as'being anticipated by 
Elliott, It is respectfully submitted that Elliott does not show or suggest "a plurality of virtual 
processes, each of the one or niore CPUs providing access to one or more of the virtual 
processes " as required by Applicant The Office asserts that Elliott teaches these elements in 
paragraph 19 which describes a virtual network (VNET) illustrated in fig. 1 1. Applicant 
respectfully disagrees. Elliott teaches in paragraph 3962 that "contemporary telecommunications 
networks provide customers with the capability of . . . defming a custom virtual n^ork 
(VNET)." A person of ordinary skili in the art would not equate Elliott's custom virtual network 
implemented in a contemporary telecommunication network with Applicant's requirement for a 
plurality of virtual processes. A virtual process is not the same as a virtual network. These 
elements are missing finom Elliott. 

The dependent claims have also been rejected imder 35 USC § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Elliott. It is respectfiiUy submitted that these claims are allowable for at least the 
same reasons as the independent claims. 
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CONCLUSION 

Elliott is clearly missing at least the above elements required by Applicant's claims. 
Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that Elliott does not anticipate all the elements of 
Applicant's claims and is improper prior art. In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully requested 
that the final rgections of the claims be withdrawn and that all claims be allowed. The 
Commissiona- is authorized to charge any additional fees and/or credit any overpayment to NCR 
Deposit Account No. 1 4-0225. 



Respectfully Submitted, 



Date: /-J/- 04 



Harden E. Stevens, m 
Reg. No. 55,649 

NCR Corporation 

1 700 South Patterson Blvd. 

Dayton, Ohio 45479 

(803)939-6505 
(803) 939-5099 (fex) 
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